






























































































































A SURVEY OF A PORTION OF NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT UNIT D7 .2 

archaeological sites 
and occurrences were 

assigned state site 

numbers. 

Subsurface 
teeting, for the 
purpose of defmmg 
site boundaries, 
consiEted of testing 
along cardinal 
directions at 15 m 

intervals on sites less 

than 50 m across 
and 20 m on larger 

•ites. 

The scope 
of work epecified 
that high prohahility 
areas include 

transects and ehowl 

igure 18. Shovel testing in the survey tract. 

tests spaced at 30 m intervals across the tract. Low 
prohahility areas coneisted of tmrueclB epaced at 30 m 

interval. wtth shovel tests excavated every 50 m. 

Shovel tests, which were typically 30 cm by 30 
cm or greater, were excavated to subsoil (i.e., the B 
horizon by USDA definition) or the maximum depth 
achieveble with a shovel (a.bout 75 cm). Shovel test 
depths generally ranged from 30 to 55 om, although 
some were more shallow due to the presence of water 
within the test. Fill wae screened through 0.62 cm 

mesh hardware cloth and sotl stratigraphy was recorded 
on positive shovel tests. 

Positive shovel tests recorded during the survey 
of transects were further tested by positioning shovel 
tests in a cruciform in cardinal directions from the 
original positive shovel test. Shovel tests were excavated 
in this cruciform shape until two negative shovel tests in 

a row were encountered. When more than five artifacts 
-were recovered in two consecutive shovel tests, the area 

was designated a site and a 50 cm by 50 cm test unit 
wae opened. The test units were excavated to suhsoil 
and soil profiles for these units were recorded using the 
Munsell Color Chart designation. Overall views of the 
sites and photographs of the test units were taken using 
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black and white and color transparency film. 

The presence of unexploded ordnance in the 
sniper tract made it necessary for us to undertake only 
a pedestrian survey of the project area. We performed 
no suhsnrface testing, as requested by F orl Stewart's 
Consulting Archaeologist. We examined the surwy 
tract by walking 30 m transects, oollecting artifacts, and 
noting the location along the tramects. Ground 
visibility ranged from no visibility in forested areas with 
dense leaf litter, to 50% in areas of the Sniper Range. 
Survey transects were plotted and numbered on a project 

field map and transect logs were kept indicating the 
location and the soil oonditions for each shovel test. 
Field notes for each positive shovel test and surface 
collection, in addition to site notes and maps were also 

reoorded. 

During the course of this project 35 transects 
with 373 shovel tests were placed in the high prohahility 
area. In the low probability survey area 94 tranaects 
were estahlished and 1, 103 shovel tests were examined. 
Combined, 1,475 shovel test locations were examined 
in the two areas. Of these 30 were not excavated, 
accounting for 2°/o of the total. Most of these (n= 19, 
63%) were not fully excavated because of standing water 
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or soils with water freely flowing into the hole during 
excavation. An additional 10 shovel tests were not 

excavated because of obstacles such as dense brush or 
heavy distut'bances. One shovel test was not excavated 
because of an adjacent bee's nest. In the sniper range a 

series of 4b traruecls, each 30 m apart, were walked 

and visually inspected. Shovel lest logs were not 
maintained for these areas, but num1ers of negative 
surface collections in each tract were noted in daJy field 
notes. 

At each site, a sketch map was drawn to scale 
showing the locations of shovel tests, test units, natural 
and man-made features, and datums. In addition, OPS 
positions were taken at all sites. 

The GPS positions were taken with a Garmin 
GPS 12XL Personal Navigator'"' rover used tvith a 
Garmin GBR 21 Beacon Receiver n.i. At each site, at 

least 50 positions were recorded since averaging provides 

some improvement on accuracy. OPS accuracy is 
generally affected by a number of sources of error, 

including selective avaJability, errors with satellite 
clocks, and multipathing. Satellite clock errors can 
occur when the satellite's clock is a little as a 
milJiBecond off, or when the orbit U. slightly askew, 
,esulting in a dIBlance error. Multipatbing OCCUU! when 
the signal received from the satellites bounces off trees, 

chain link fences, and bodies of water. The most 
extreme source of GPS error is ::!elective availability 
(SA). Tbs iB the deliberate mistiming of satellite sign.al. 
mtroduced by the Department of Defense. This 
degradation results in horizontal errors of up to 100 m 

95% of the time and vertical errors of up to 173 m 

95% of the time .. 

OPS readings taken with SA active' can be 
corrected by comparing them lo data collected 
simultaneously at a known .location or hase station, 
known aB differential correolion (or DGPS). Tbs was 

undertaken with the Garmin GER 21 Beacon Receiver 
which processes differential correction and records the 

corrected OPS UTM coordinates on the Garmin 

4 Recently the Department of Defe~e has hlmed 
off ,elective availability. Our wock e!.,where li; ruggesting that 
3D and DGPS are providing very similar results. 

Personal Navigator. 

The critical parameters used by the Chicora 

rover attempted to maximize both data quality and 
quantity, using the Garmin recommended fault settings 
(for example, the PDOP mask, which is an indication 
of the accuracy of the OPS positions which are 
calculated, is set at 6, with PDOPs below 4 being 
excellent and above 8 being poor). Unlike several earlier 
BUrVeys undertaken on post, we did not encounter any 
problems with data collection. 

AB disCUBsed in the previous report (Campo et 

al. 1999:74), OPS coordinates UBed in previous surveys 
have been unsatisfactory partially due lo the use of 
NAD (North American Datum) 83 setting al both the 
base station at Fort Stewart and the rover used by 

Chicora, while USGS topographic maps are .till printed 
using NAD 27. Many of thelle previously gathered 
coordinates were also affected by multipathlng, caused 

Table 5. 
UTM Coordinates (NAD 27) 

DGPS 
~S~it~e --~N~-- __ a_ 
9Ll874 3532104 430701 
9Ll875 3532257 430154 

Map Interpolation 
_N_ fi 

3532140 430700 
3532250 430150 

by the dense tree cover in the survey tracb; during the 
summer. We seem to have met with greater success 

during this survey. & Table 5 shows, the OPS 
coordinates are erlremely close to the hand plotted 
coordinates. The location of one site at the intersection 

of several major roads 9hown on the USGS maps 
eruures that the hand plotted location U, correct, 
allowing us to accurately compare the two coordinates 
for at least that one site. The isolated find was situated 
in a heavJy wooded area with no readJy identifiable 
landmarks, except for a north-south running trail. In 
tbs case, it seems likely that the DGPS po,ition is far 

more accurate. 

The reason for this improved level of OPS 
accuracy is attributed to the use of an antennae with an 

18-foot e.uension capability. We believe that this 
eliminated problems previously encountered with 
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multipathing, providing a clear view for satellites. 

No deviations from the original methodology 
described in the Scope of Work other than those 
mentioned before occurred during the field work. No 
other unUEUal or expected problems occurred during the 
study which affecta the quality of the data. 

Laboratory Methods 

The cleaning of artifacts and cataloging of the 
specimens was conducted at Chicora laboratories in 

Columbia in January 2000. The materials kw been 
curated at Fort Stewart and have been cataloged using 
that institution1s accessioning practices which are an 
adaptation of those UBed by the University of Georgia at 
Athens. No specimens were identified which required 
coruervation or stabilization. Specimens were packed in 

plastic bags and boxed. Field notes were prepared on pH 
neutral, alkaline buffered paper and photographic 
materiak were prooessed to archival standard.. All field 
notes, -with archival copies, have also been curated with 
this facility. 

Analysis of the historic collections follow 
professionally accepted standards with a level of 
suitability to the quantity and quality of the remains. 
In general, the temporal, cultural, and typological 
classifications of historic remains follow suah authors as 

Cushion (1976), Godden (1964, 1985), Miller (1980, 
1991), N0el Hume (1978), Norman-Wilcox (1965), 
Peirce (1988), Price (1970), South (1977), and 
Walton (1976). Glass artifacts are identified using 
sources such "" Jones (1986), Jones and Sullivan 
(1985), McKearin and McKearin (1972), MoNally 
(1982), and Vose (1975). Sutton andArkueh (1996) 
provide an excellent overview of a broad range of other 

historic material, although primary sources will typically 
be provided. in the text if the remains require a more 
detailed analysiB. 
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Introduction 

The cultural resources identified during the 
intensive survey of the 322.5 ha NRMU D7.2 and the 
adjacent Sniper Range include a single historic site and 
one isolated occurrence (Figurel 9). 

Both of these resources are recommended as 

ineligible fm the National Register. The identified 
historic site is far loo disturbed by military operations lo 
enable it lo address significant research queslione. The 
isolated find consists of a single specimen and is, by 
defirution, ineligible. The size, component, quad map, -

arnfact numkr, and eligibility recornmendatione for 
each research are shown in Table 6. 

Site CJLI875 

Site CJU875 is a historic scatter meaeuring 60 
m north-south by 45 m east-west, yielding an 

Table 6. 

al.o noticed a scatter of historic materials, including 
primarily concrete, bricks, mortar, and metal fragments. 
Further surface investigation revealed the remains of a 

military bunker (a mound of soil and timbec debris) al 
the northeastern edge of the site area, as well as a 
borrow pit al the northwest edge. Further lo the west is · 
an aid road bed, shown on the Fort Stewart maps, but 
no longer shown on the USGS topographic map. 
Concrete steps were found between T ransecls 12 and 13 
(Figure 21). While still in the probable building area, 
these steps exhibit damage consistent with bulldozing 
(i.e., no longer tilted and cracked). Also present in this 
area were a numher of trees evidencing the remainB of 

metal turpentine collectors or v-shsped outs typical of 
turpentine colleclion. Close inspection also revealed 

considerable military trash in the general area, as well as 
track ruts. 

- With the recovery of remains from two 30 m 

Archaeological Sites m the Survey Tract 

shovel tests, additional shovel tests were excavated al 15 
m intervals hom -the positive 

tests on cardinal directions 

until at lea.at two negative i:ests 
were obtained. The site area 

,Site 
9U874 
9LI875 

Component 

1'olated find 
Historic site 

NE =not eligilile 

Size 
1 m 2 

2,700 m2 

Artifact# 
1 

150 

occupation area of about 2,700 m' (Figure 20). The 
site is located east of the intersection of F.S. Roads 36 
and 37D, south of the community of Bland Town 
previously 'eported by Panamerican Consultants (Little 
el al. 2000). The central UTM coordinates are 
N3532257 E430154 and the elevation is about 26 m 
above mean sea level (AMSL). 

The site was initially identified by shovel 
testing on T '"ruecle 12 and 13, which produced 
positive tests at 14 and 15 respectively. Survey creWB 

OuadMap 
T aylora Creek 
T aylora Creek 

Eligiliility 
NE 
NE 

was therefore investigated by a 

series of 31 shovel lesls. Of 
these, seven (or nearly 23o/o} 
were positive, producing 138 
artifacts (excluding brick and 
charcoal, see Table 7). An 
addition~l two artifacts were 

identified on the surface (not' collected were brick, 
concrete, and large metal fragments). 

Of the 140 artifacts (again, excluding brick 
and charcoal), none offer particularly useful dates. The 
wbteware present on the site is consistent with 
materials manufactured throughout the nineteenth and 
early twentieth centuries. The brass shell casing i• 
suggestive of the twentieth century. None of the glass is 
solarized, suggesting that the clear gla.s present on the 
site post-dates the first quarter of the twentieth century 
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Table 7 . 
.Arlifacts Recovered from 9Ll875 

N200 N200 N200 
Surtaoe El85 £2QQ E215 

wb.iteware, undec. 8 
gla.s, clear I 4 
gla.s, aqua I 
gb., brown 
glass, molted 
wmdow gks I 2 
UlD nail fragments 5 
msohine cut n.ils I 
wire nails I 
brick fragments 2 
shell casmg I 
strap buclde 
Irr.... knob 
UIDiron I 
staples 
barbed wire bgments 
brass tube bgment 

Gones and Sullivan 1986:13). Both wire and machine 
cut nails are present, suggestive of a tWentieth century 
date. The types of artifacts present, however, are 

suggestive of a domestic site. Nails and window glaes {as 
well .. · the brick) 
indicate a structure, 
while the ceramics 
and container glass 
are representative of 
kitchen group 
artifacts. Also 
present are a few 
items (such as the 
staple and barbed 
wire) which would 
normally be included 
in an activities 
group, although they 
may also represent 

materials not directly 
associated with the 
occupation. 

The shovel 
tests in the site area 
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reveal considerable diversity in the soil profiles. The A 
horizon varies from 9 to 35 cm, typically a brown 
(10YR4/3) sandy loam overlying a very pale brown 
(10YR7/3) sand. These profiles are generally consistent 



RESULTS OF SURVEY 

with Stilson sanda. The variation in the depth of the A 
horizon was liJ.ely caused by the extensive military 
operations which have teken place on the site. 

A single 50 cm test unit was excavated 
northwest of the initial positive shovel test on Transect 
13, in the area of 
densest artifact 
concentrations at the 
site (Figure 22). This 
test revealed a profile 
consistent with the 
shovel tests, although 
it had a vecy thin A 
horizon. Artifacts 
were found to only 
20 cm below the 
surface. 

the distribution of the ornamentals, it is 
pos.;J,le that this site was orijJinally larger, 
but military activities have signilicaut!y 
reduced its size. 

This site is not shown on either the 
Hinesville 15' topographic sheet from 1918, 
or the same sheet revised in 1950. Nor is it 
shown on the T aylms Creek 7 .5' topcgraphic 
sheet, published in 1958. By the 1973 
photo revision, however, there are three 
buildings shown in this area. This 
information would suggest that the site post

dates 1958 and predates 1973. While the 
artifacts oou/d date this late, we would have 
expected to also recover plastic and rubber 
items from this late a site. 

On the other hand, informants 
have told David McKivergan (personal 

communicetion 1999) that a house site was situated in 
this area during the early twentieth century. Moreover, 
the site is situated immediately south of the location of 
Bland Town, a 1930s kin-based turpentine community 
(Li.tt!e et al. 2000,70). It may be that the occupation 
post-dates the 1915 map, was completely abandoned by 
1950, and was not plotted on either map. The artifacts 

The vegeta
tion in the site area is 
dominated by 
relatively large oaks, 
with some pines and 
a number of 
ornamental plants, 
including wisteria 
(Fijiure 23). Given 

igure 23. Vegetation in the vicinity of 911875. 
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from the site are comistent with a site dating from this 
period and this interpretation seems far more reasonable 
than a late twentieth century site. The late maps, 
documenting a series of structures in this area during 
the 1 %Os and 1 Q70s, help explain some of the 
disturbance to the site. 

This investigation reveals data sets including 
kitchen, architecture, arms, stable, and other activity 

mifacts. One problem with the assemblage, however, is 
that distinguishing between ca. 1930 and ca. 1960 

N230-

N215-

T19 

0 

0 

gl .. s or architectural items will prove very difficult. In 
fact, it is hl:ely that the two could only be distinguished 
on the basis of the entire assem1lage, or on the basis of 
the archaeological feature. 

Yet, the integrity of the site suggests that this 
iB likely impossible. Rutting, evidence of military use, 
and bulldozing have all taken a significant toll on the 
site. It is unlikely that the data sets can be separated or 
that other data sets, such as intact features, remains. 
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Figure '.l4. Sketch map of isolated find at 9Ll87 4. 

64 

o NEGATIVE SHOVEL TEST 

• POSITIVE SHOVEL TEST 



RESULTS OF SURVEY 

A. a result, it is unlikely that this site can 
ad.hess the significant research questions appropriate for 
Bland Town. Consequently, the site is recommended 
not eligible for inclusion on the National Register and 
we recommend no additional management activities at 

this site. 

Isolated Find at 9Ll874 

Find 9L!874 is an isolated white clay tobacco 

pipe stem. It was located in the upper 30 cm of Shovel 
Test 2 on Transect 19, about 40 m west of a dixt muJ. 
and 610 m south of its junction with F.S. Road 36. 
The site's central UTM coordinates are N3532104 
E430701 and the elevation is abont 25 m AMSL. 

An additional fonr shovel tests (as well as 
Shovel Tests 1 and 3 on T ranseot 19, Shovel Test 2 on 
Transect 18 to the noxth and Shovel Test 2 on 
Transect 20 to the south) were excavated at 15 m 
intervals on cardinal directions (Figure 24). All were 

negative. 

Shovel Test profiles in this area reveal about 
30 cm of a very dark gray (10YR3/l) loamy sand 

overlying 40 cm of a light yellowish brown (10YR6/4) 
sandy loam. This profile is consistent with the Leefield 
Series. Although these soils are characterized as 

somewhat poorly drained, these soils appeared 
adequately drained during the survey. The vegetation in 

tbe site area consisted of mi."ed hardwoods and pines. 

Based on information obtained from this 
survey, this find does not poesess the data sets necessary 
for inclUBion on the National Register and is 

recommended not 
eligible. No ad
ditional management 
activities are 
recommended, 

pending the con
currence of the lead 
federal agency and 
the Geoxgia State 
Historic Preser
vation Officer. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

A. a result of this combination shovel test and 
pedestrian survey of 322.5 ha in the survey trac!s 
encompassing NRMU D7.2 and the adjacent Sniper 
Range, one hiatoric site and an isolated find were 
identified. Both are recommended as not eligible for 
inclusion on the National Register. 

Issues discussed in these conclusions include 
an overview of current p~edictive modeling, which 
includes an examination of locational data, the use of 

historic maps as an indicator of historic sites on the 
survey tract, and an overview of what the one identified 

site may contribute to our understanding of Bland 
Town, identified to the north of the survey tract. 

Historic Maps for the Survey Tract 

The Hinesville 1918 and 1950 15' 
topographic maps were bath examined. to detennine 

what, if any, historic resources might be shown within 
the survey tracts. A number of landscape features in the 
area changed between the creation of the two maps, 
most significantly the riBe of Fort Stewart in an area 

which previously consisted primarily of small farms and 
pine trees. But in the survey area the most noticeable 

difference between the two maps at:e changes in the road 

network. 

Figure 26 shoWB the survey boundaries overlaid 
on the Hinesville 1918 map. While a small segment of 
F.S. Road 36 at the northwest edge of the imrvey tract 
was the same in 1918 as it is today, other roads have 

changed dramatically. The 1918 map also very 
graphically reveal. the extensive lowland in both the 
Sniper Range and al.o the low probability survey area of 
NRMUD7.2. 

The 1918 map reveal. only one structure 
within the survey tract. The building, likely a 
farmhouse, is situated north of a road running east-west 

through the swamp (although the house ilBelf is situated 
on a linger of what is shown as drier land). This 
structure continues to be shown on the 1950 
topographic map, but disappears by the time the 1958 
Taylors Creek 7.5' USGS topographic map is issued. 

We determined that the structure should be 
situated between Transects 80 and 100. The crew was 
instructed to pay partioular attention to any evidence of 
brick or domesticated plants. Beyond this, no deviations 
were made to the methodoloit)'. The shovel tes!B on the 
transects placed in this area produced no cultural 
remains. The shovel les!B revealed soil. with reduced A 
horizons, indicative of the wet conclitions, and many 
tes!B revealed black, wet or moist soil. Only two areas of 
turpentine b:eeB we:re observed - on T ransecl 96 and 
99. No other surface indications of any cultural activity 
were noted. The survey crews did not notice any 
domestic vegetation or concentrations of oaks or pecans, 
although vegetation was thick in numerous areaB. 

AB we have noticed in previous surveys, the 

likelihood of bding any specific historic site is variable 
and depends on both the military (and other) activities 
which have taken place in the area, and the luck of the 
transeol: placrement. 

It appears that many historic sites were 
intentionally targeted by the military for removal. 
Structures often appear to be bulldozed, al times with 
evon the rubble being removed. This leaves a very sparse 
archeological footprint, making recovery diffioult. Even 
when structures didn't receive this particular atlentionr 
they were often located at the junctions of road. -
areas where military activities seem to also congregate. 

In many oases this abundance of military activity, 
especially by tracked vehicles, has significantly reduced 
the archaeological visibility of the sites. 

Moreover, there is increasing evidence that 

structural remains are far more likely \o bs found by 
close interval testing than by the 30 by 50 m shovel test 
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CONCLUSIONS 

placement used in low probability areas. For example, 
Keel (1999) reports that structures are best found with 
testing conducted at an 8 m interval and his work at 
Magnolia Plantation in Natchitoches, Louisiana pretty 

clearly demonstrates the loss of data tha! occurs when 
the interval is increased to even 15 m. With this in 
mind, it is exceildingly unlikely that the structures 
identified on historic maps will be consistently located 
using the current survey methodology. When they are 
found it ill likely a convergence of good surface villibility 
and luck. Thu. certainly eeenui to be the indication 
based on our previous studies at Fort Stewart. 

Of course, the question is whether these 

resources warrant such a rigorous methodology, 

especially s~ce so many seem to have been heavily 
impacled by military aolivities and are currently judged 
to be ineligible. This is not a question we can answer, 
bu! it ill one that should be carefully coruridered by 
future researchers on Fort Stewart. 

As was briefly discussed in the Natural 
Setting chaplet, Fort Stewart's predictive model has 
recently been revised taking into account the more than 
15,378 ha of archaeological surveys undertaken on poat 
(McKivergan 1998). McKivergan (1998:1) discounts 
distance to water as a critical factor in site probability 
hased on the post's excessive surface waters. According 
to Mc.Kivergan (19q8:1), less than 6B7 hectares of !he 
entire post are more than 500 meters from a surface 

waler source. This should be abundantly clear to any 
researcher who spends any time at all on the post. 

The revised predictive model places more 
importance on soil types, rather than distance to water, 

as an indication of siles throughont the posl. Based on 
!he 15,378 heclares of archaeological survey, soJ 
probabilities have been revilled, and continue lo be 
revised as more acreage is surveyed. 

Currently, Albany loamy fine sand., Blanton 
sand, Bonifay fine sand, Dothan loamy sand (with 
slopes less than 2%), Fuquay loamy sand (with leBB lhan 
5% slopes), Leefield loamy sand, Ocilla loamy fine sand 
and complex, Osier soils, Pelham loamy sands, Stilson 
loamy sand, and Tiflon loamy sand soil. are classified as 

high probability soil., suggesting that these soil. will 
have a higher number of archaeological remairu than 
other probability soil.. 

The current survey tract is very small and was 

composed almost entirely of lower probability soil.. A. 
previous mentioned, only three of theee high probability 
soil. are found in the survey tracl - Le.field, Pelham, 
and Stilson. Combined, they account for only 18% of 
the aoreage. Individually, !he only soJ which accounts 
for more than 10% of !he Burvey tracl is the Leefield 
Series, which ill found on 10.4% of the lracl. 

It should probably, therefore, come as no real 
surprue that the one sile identified was found on 
Le.field soil.. What may be more surpruing is that the 
other projecled historic sites (which was not found), was 

apparently located in an area of Jo\,nson and Bibb soJs 
- soils: which are reported to poorly to very poorly 

drained and to exhibit surface ponding of water (Looper 
1982:27). . 

Does this mean that some poor farmer choose 

to place their family in the midst of a swamp? This 
doean't seem likely and this eite location sho~"' one of 
the problems in reliance on soils for classification of 

survey methodology. USDA soJ maps involve sampling, 
.Jlowing amall enclaves of one soil type to be hidden by 
surrounding soil units. In other words, the farm house 
being sought ffii8ht be constructed on better drained soJ 
which simply covers too small an area to be included in 

the mapping. 

Moreover, historic site locations tend to be 
found near roads; a majority of which were public prior 

to the acquisition of the Fort Stewart properly in the 
1940s, as can be seen in the location of structures 

along roads on the historic maps for the survey tracts. 
Bolh the projected (but not found) and the identified 
site located during !he survey were fuec!ly adjacent to 
roads. 

A trend for historic site location has been 

noted in previous survey reports (Campo et al. 

1999a:l77; Campo et al. l 999b:98). Two hisloric 
siles located during the 1998 survey of NRMU A6.4, 
AS.l, and B24.2 were localed along historic road.. A 
survey of nine lracls in Evans and Liberty Counties 
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found that of 38 historic silos and isolated occurrences, 
only six were not located along road., but found between 
50-200 m of a road (Campo el al. 1999:177). In the 
Flll"Vey of tracle designated as "A-N," it was found that 
of the 30 historic sites, 13°/o were located at 
intersections, 30°/o, were located on a road, and 57o/o 
were within 50 to 510 m of a wad (Trinkley el al. 
1998). In the JAECK Drop Zone survey tract 
(T rink!ey et al. 1996) two historic sites were recovered, 
both at intersections. Of the 32 sites recovered from 

two BUrVeY tracts in 1997 (T ri.nkley et al. 1997 a), nine, 
or 28% were found at intersectiona, eight, or 25% were 
found on a road, and 47% were within 90 to 390 m of 
a road. Clearly, there is a correlation between road and 
historic site locations. 

Although data from these studies ia not 
adequate to support revisions in the Fort Stewart 
predictive model, they do suggest, first, that site density 
iB likely to exhibit considerable variation, and second, 

that the factors aHecting historic site locations are more 
complex than the current model suggests. 

These factors, combined with concerns over 
the abJity of the current methodology lo local€ small 
historic fairnBtead., may be issues that Fort Stewart 
wishes lo address in future research design.. 

The survey tract is located in the southern 
portion of Fort Stewart, south of Georgia State 
Highway 144. A single site was identili.ed during the 
survey, yieldiuii a site density of 0.31 site per km2. Thia 
is far lower than previous Chicora studies. Even if the 
pedestrian s~ey acreage is removed, the site density iB 
stJI only 0.43 site per bn2. 

The current survey has identified one 
additional component (9Ll875) lo the Bland Town 
settlement. Unfortunately, the site has been heavJy 
impacted by military activities and is not likely able to 
address any significant reaearch questions. Like other 

hlstoric settlements, such as Taylors Creek, identified 
on Fort Stewart, abandonment, intentional demolition, 
and additional years of military operations have 

70 

dramatically reduced not only the sites' archaeological 

viBibility, but also their integrity. 



SOURCES CITED 

Anderson, David G. 
1975 The Distribution of Prehistoric 

Ceramics in the Coastal Plain of 
South Carolina. Unpublished 
manuscript with appendices and data 

sheets, on file at the South Carolina 
lnatilute of Archaeology and 
Anthropology, University of South 
Carolina, Columbia. 

1985 Middle Woodland Societies on the 
Lower South Atlantic Slope: A View 
from Georgia and South Carolina. 
Early Georgia 13:29-66. 

1990 A North American Paleoindian 
Projeottle Pain~ Database. Current 

Researcl1 in the Pleistocene 7:67-69. 

1992 

1994 

1995 

Models of Paleoindian and Early 
Ju.chaic Settlement in the Lower 
Southeast. In Paleoindian and Early 
Archaic Period Researc/1 in the Lower 
Southeast: A Soutlz Carolina 
Perspedh>e, edited by David G. 
Anderson, Kenneth G. Sa.Bsaman, 
and Christopher Judge, pp. 28-47. 
Council of South Carolina 
Professional 

Columbia. 
Archaeologists, 

T11e Savannah Rh1'!-r C/de/dorns: 
Political C/zange in tlw. ~te Prelzistoric 

Sout/1easl. Univeraity of Alabama 
Press, T UBcaloosa. 

Test Excavations at Cict;/ War Period 
Batrery Haffeck, Fort Pulaski National 
Monument, C/1atl1arn County, 

Georgia. lnteragency Archaeological 
Services Divisionr National Park 
Service, Atlanta. 

AnderBOn, David G. and Glen T. Hanson 
1988 Early Archaic Settlement in the 

Southeastern United States: A Caae 
Study from the Savannah River 
Valley. Anzerican Antiquity 53:262-
28b. 

Anderson, David G. and J.W. Joseph 
1988 Pre/iistory and History Along t11e 

Upper Savanna/1 River: Tec/inica/ 

Synthesis of Cultural Resource 

Investigations, Ric/iard B. Russeff 

Multiple Resource Area. Vol. 1. 
Garrow and Associates, Inc., 

Atlanta. Prepared for the Savannah 
District, U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, Savannah, Georgia. 

Anderaon, David G. and Kenneth E. Sassaman 
(editora) 

199b yj,. Paleoi.,dian and Early Arc/wic 
Sout!,,ast. U niversily of Alabama 
Press, Tuscaloosa. 

Anderson, David G., Kenneth E. Sassaman, and 

Christopher Judge (editors) 
1992 Paleoi>1dia>1 and Early Archaic Period 

Researc/1 in t/ie Lower Southeast: A 

Sout/1 Caro/;na Pers~ctive. CouncJ 
of South Carolina Professional 
Archaeologists, Colwnbia. 

Anderson, David G., R. Jerald Ledbetter, and Lisa 
0 1Steen 

1990 Paleoindian P.,.;od Arcliaeo/ogy of 
Georgia. Georgia Archaeological 
Research Design Paper 6. University 
of Georgia Laboratory of 
Archaeology Series Report 28. 
Athens. 

71 



A SURVEY OF A PORTION OF NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT UNIT D1.Z 

Anonymous 

1940 

Ayres, Edward L. 

Certain Aboriginal Culture Bfen1ents in 

CJ1at/1atn County, Georgia. Chatham 
County Archaeological Projeot, 
Work Projects Administration of 
Georgia. Ms. on file, Chicora 
Foundation, Inc., Columbia. 

1995 Soutliern Crossing: A History of tlie 
American Sout/i 1877-1906. Oxford 
lTniversity PreEIB, Oxford. 

BenBe, Judith A. 
1994 Arcliaeology of t/ie Southeastern 

United States: Paleoindian lo World 
War I . .Academic Press, New York. 

Bense, Judith A., Hesler A. Davis, Lorraine Heartfield, 
and Kathleen Deagan 

1986 Standard. and Guidelines for 
Quality Control in Archaeological 
Resource Management in the 

Southeastern United States. 
Sout/ieastem Arc/iaeology 5:52-62. 

Braley, Chad 0. 
1990 The Lamar Ceramics of the Georgia 

Coaet. In Lamar Arc/iaoology: 
Mississippian ChitZ/dotns in t1u~ Deep 

Sout/i, edited by Mark Williams and 
Gary Shapiro, pp. 94-103. 
University of Alabama Press, 
T aBcaloosa, 

Braley, Chad 0. and T.J. Price 
1991 Cultural Resources Survey of Se/ect.d 

(FY90) Timkr HaroesHng Areas, 
Fort Gordon, Ric/imand and ColumNa 
Counties, Georgia. Southeastern 
Archaeological Services, AtheUB. 
Prepared for the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, Savannah District, and 
the Division of Forestry and 
Engineering, Fort Gordon, Georgia. 

Browder, Tonya A., Richard D. Brooks, and David C. 

Crase 

1993 Meniories of Hattie: Dunbarton and 

Meyers MiR Retnemb~r€d. Savannah 

River Archaeological Research 
Heritage Series 1, South Carolina 
Institute of Archaeology and 
Anthropology, University of South 
Carolina, Columbia. 

Bullen, Ripley P. 
1975 A Guida lo the Jden/ifcation of F/or;da 

Project.i/e Points. Kendall Books, 
Gainesville. 

Butler, Carroll 
1998 Treasures 

Tarkel 
Florida. 

of the Long 
Publishing, 

Leaf Pine. 
Shalimar, 

Butler, William B. 
1987 Signilicance and Other Frustrations 

in the CRM Process. American 

Antiquity 52:820-829. 

Cable, John S. 
1982. Differences in Lith.ic Assemblages of 

Forager and Collector Shategies. In 
Arc/1aoo/ogica/ SuTV1Zy and 
Reconnaissance Wit/iin tl1e Ten-1,.ear 

Ffoodpool Harry_ S. Truman Dam and 
Res,•rvoir, edited by Richard Taylor. 
Report submitted to the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, Kansas City 
District. 

Cable, John S. and James W. Mueller 
1980 T1ie Cultural Resources Survey and 

Bt.afuation of US 421 /rom Silor City 
to Stanly, C/iatiiam and Rando/pJi 
Counties, Nort/1 Carolina. 

Coillmonwealth Associates, Inc., 
Jackson, Michigan. Submitted lo 
N orlh Carolina Department of 
Transportation, Raleigh. 

Caldwell, Joseph R. 
1943 Cultural R•/ations a/ Four Jnd;on S;tes 

of t/ie Georgia Coast. Unpublished 



SOURCES CITED 

MA Thesis, Department of 
Anthropology, Univeraity of 
Chicago, Chicago. 

1970 Chronology of the Georgia Coast. 
South.asum. Arcl,aeo/ogicaf Con/eren"" 
BuH.nin 13:88-92. 

Caldwell, Joseph R. and Catherine McCann 
1941 Irene Mound Site, CJ1at1ian1 County, 

Georgia. University of Georgia Press, 
Athens. 

Campbell, L. Janice, Mathilda Cox, and Thomas M. 
Prentice, Jr. (editors) 

1996 Fort St.wart and Hunter Army 
.Airfield Histon"c Preservation Plan: 

T(:CJ1nica/ Synthesis Vo/un1e. Report 

of Investigations 261. Prentice 
Thomas and Associates, n.p. 

Submitted to National Park Service, 
Southeast DiviBion, Atlanta. 

Campo, Rachel, Michael Trinkley, and Deb Hacker 
l 999a Fort Stewart 8 and 10: An 

Arcl1aeo/ogica/ Survey of Natural 
Resour~ Management Un i f s 

A9.l, A12.1, Al2.2, B7.2, B7.3, 
E6.3, F7.2, and Fl 7.3, Fort 
Stewart, Evans and Liberty Counties, 
Georgia. Research Series 258. 
Chicora Foundation, Inc., 

Columbia. 

l 999b Fort Stewart 9: An Archaoo/ogical 
Survey of Natura/ Resource 
Manag~n1nzt Units A6.4, AB.21 and 
B24.2.2, Fort Stewart, Bryan and 
Liberty Counties, Georgia. Research 

Series 262. Chicora Foundation, 
Inc., Columbia. 

l 999c Fort Stewart 11: A Survey of Red 
Claud Alpha Range, Natural Resource 
Managmzent Units Bll.3 and 

Bll .5, Fort Stewart, Liberty County, 
Georgia. Research Contribution 280. 
Chicora Foundation, Inc., 

Columbia. 

Chapman, Jefferson 
1977 Arc/1aic Period Research in t/w Lower 

Little Tennessee Riw.r VaHey, 1975: 

Jcehouse Bottom, Harrison Branc/1, 

T11irty Acre ls/and, Cal/away Island. 
Report of Investigations 18. 
Universily of Tennessee, Knoxville. 

l 985a Archaeology and the Archaic Period 
in the Southern Ridge-an-Valley 
Province. In Structure and Process in 

Southeastorn Archaeology, edited by 
Roy S. Dickens and H. Trawick 
Ward, pp. 137-179. The University 
of Alabama Press, University. 

19851 Tellico Arcliaeo/ogy: 12,000 Years of 
Natitlt3 Ainerican History. Reports of 

Investigatiorui 43, Occasional Paper 

5, University of Tennessee, 
Knoxville. 

Clements, John 
1989 Georgia Facts: A Compre/1ensive Look 

At Georgia Today. Clements 
Research II, Inc., Dallas. 

Coakley, Roberl W. 
1989 The American Revolution: Firat 

Phase. In American MiRtary History, 
pp. 41-69. Center of Military 
Hi.tory, United States Army, 
Washington, D.C. 

Coclanis, Peter 

1989 

Coe, J offre L. 
1964 

Tf.1e S/zadow of a Dri!an1: Bcono1nic 

L1fs aFtJ Deat/1 in tl1s South Carolina 

Low Country 1670-1920. Oxford 
University Press, New York. 

The Formative Cultures of the 
Carolina Piedmont. Transactions of 
the American P/1i/osopl1ical Society 

54(5). 

Coleman, Kenneth 
1960 Georgia History in Ou1hne. University 

73 

r . 



A SURVEY OF A PORTION OF NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT UNIT D7.2 

of Georgia Press, Athens. 

Coleman, Kenneth (editor) 
1991 A History of Georgia. Second 

Edition. University of Georgia Press, 
Athens. 

Conner, Beverly H. and David J. Hally 
1979 Lithlc Material. and Artifacts. In 

Arcl1a120/ogical Investigations of t/1e 

Little Egypt Site (9 Mu 102), Murray 
County, Ga., 1969 Season, editsd by 
David J. Hally, pp. 218-254. 
Laboratory of Archaeology Series 
Report 18. University of Georgia, 
Athens. 

Coulter, E. Merton 
1960 Georgia, A S/,ort History. University 

of North Carolina, Chapel HJ!. 

Crook, Motgan 
1978 Mississippian Pen'ad Cotntnutiity 

Organizations on t/ie Georgia Coast. 

Ph.D. dissertation, University of 
Georgia. University Microfilm., Ann 
Arbor. 

Cwihion, John P. 
1976 Pottery and Porcelain 

Studio Vista, London. 
Tablewares, 

Daniel, I. Randolph 
1992 Early Archaic Settlement in the 

Southeast: A North Caxolina 
Perspective. ln Pa/eoindian and Early 
ArcJiaic Period Research in tJ1e LoWf!r 

Southeast, A South Carolina 

Persped:i<'e, edited by David G. 
Anderson, Kenneth E. Sassaman, 

and Christophec Judge, pp. 68-77. 
South Carolina CouncJ of 
Professional Archaeologists, 

Columbia. 

DeBow, J.D.B. 
1854 Statistical Vi"ew of the United States, 

A.O.P. Nicholson, Washington, 

74 

D.C. 

DePratter, Chester B. 
1976 The Refuge Phase on the Coastal 

Plain of Georgia. Early Georgia 4: 1-
13. 

1979 Ceramics. In The Anthropology of 
St. Catherinea Island 2. The Refuge
Deptford Mortuary Complex, edited 
by David H. Thomas and Clark . 
Larsen, pp. 109-132. A,,t/>ropologica/ 
Papers of the American Museiun of 

Natural History 56(1). 

1983 Late Prehistoric and Early Historic 
C/1iefdon1s in tlu1 Sout/1eastem United 
StaU!s. Ph.D. dissertation, 
University of Georgia, Atheru. 
University Miarofihru, Ann Arbor. 

1991 W.P.A Arcl1aeo/09ica/ Excavations in 
C/1at/1atn County, Georgia: 193-
1942. Laboratory of Archaeology 
Series Report 29. llnivers_ity of 
Georgia, Athens. 

DePratter, Chester B. and James D. Howard 
1980 Indian Occupation and Geologic 

Historic of the Georgia Coast: A 
5,000 Year Summary. In Excursions 
in SoutJ1eastern Geology: Tk 
Archaeology- Geology of the Georgia 

Coast, edited by Jam es D. Howard, 
Chester B. DePratter, and Robert 
W. Frey, pp. 1-65. Georgia 
Department of Natural ,Resources, 
Environmental Protection Division, 
Atlanta. 

Donahue, Jack, Gary A. Cooke, and Frank J. Vento 
n.d. Temper Types in St. Catherines 

Pottery. Ms. on file, Chicora 
Foundation, Inc., Columbia. 

Drucker, Lesley, Ronald Anthony, SUBan Jackson, 
Susan Krantz, and Carl Steen 

1984 An Arc/,aeologica/ Study of tlie Little 



SOURCES CITED 

Du Bois, W.E.B. 

Rive,·Bu/falo Cmk Special Land 
Disposal Tract. Carolina 
Archaeological Services, Columbia, 
South Carolina. Submitted to the 
U.S. Army Carps of Engineers, 
Sa.vannah District, Savannah, 
Georgia. 

1 Q92 Georgia: Invisible Empire State. In 
T111Zse [Tnited States: Portraits a/ 
Anunica /rorn tl1e 1920s 1 edited by 
Daniel H. Barus, pp. 94-103. 
Cornell Univeraity Press, llhaca. 

Elliott, Daniel T. and Carl Steen 
1992 ]atnestown Reconnaissance Survey, 

Lamar Institute, Inc., Vanna, 
Georgia. 

Elliott, Daniel T. and Roy Doyon 
1981 Ad,aoological and Historical 

Geograp/1y of t/1a Savannal1 R.ioor 

Floodplain Near Augusta, Georgia. 
Report 22. Laboratory of . 
Anthropology, University of Georgia, 
Athens. 

Elliott, Daniel T., J. Jerald Ledbetter, and Ehzaheth A 
Gordon 

1994 Data Recovery at Lovers Lane, 
P/iinizy Swamp and t/,. Old Dikes 
Sites, Bobby .Jones Expressway 
Extension Com"dor, Augusta, Georgia. 

Ocoasional Papers in Cultural 
Resource Management 7. Georgia 

Department of T ransporlation, 
Atlanta. 

Epenshade, Christopher, M. Virginia Markham, and 
Jeffrey Holland 

1999 Fon Stewan Testing D.0. #2 
.AY<l.aeo/ogical Testing at Fort Stewari 
in Bryan, Evans, Liberty, and Long 

Counties, Georgia. TRC Garrow 
Associates, Inc.1 Atlanta. Submitted 
to National Park Service, Southeast 
Region. 

Pike, Richard 
1987 

Pu.h, Paul R 
1976 

T1u1 Bott/13 Boak: A Cornpre/1ensive 

Guide to Histan"c, Bnibossed Medicine 

Bott/es. Peregrine Smith Books, Salt 
Lake City. 

Pattenis of Prelzistoric SHe 
Distn"bution in E/fing/1arn and Screven 

Counties, Georgia: Results of an 

kc/,aco/ogical Su'"'y of the US.D.A. 
Soi/ Consertiation Service in Ebenezer 

c,.ek Wat.,slied. Laboratory of 
Archaeology Series Report 11. 
University of Georgia, Athens. 

Ferguson, Leland G. 
1971 South Appa/ac/1ian Mississippian, 

Ph.D. dissertation, University of 
N arth Carolina, Chapel Hill. 
University Microfilms, Ann Arbor, 
Michigan. 

Frech, Mary L. and WJham F. Swindler (editors) 
1973 C/irono/ogy and DocumentanJ 

Handbook of t/ie State of G<Ol'gia. 
Oceana Pubhcations, Dabbs Perry, 
New Yark. 

Friedheim, WJham and Ronald Jackson 
1996 Freedorn 's [Tn/inis/112d Retio!ution: An 

Inquiry into t/u! Civil War and 

R~1struction. The New Press, New 
Yark. 

Garrow, Patrick H. (editor) 
1982 Archaf!o/ogica/ Investigations on the 

W as/zington, D. C. Citiic CJ?nter Site. 

Soil Systems, Inc., n.p. 

Glassow, Michael A. 
1977 Issues in Evaluating the Significance 

Goad, Sharon I. 
1979 

of Archaeological Resources. 
American Antiquity 42:413-4'.lO. 

Clzert Resourc2s in Georgia: 
A.rc/1aeo/ogica/ and Geo/og;cal 

75 



_A SURVEY OF A PORTION OF NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGfillENT UNIT D7.2 

P"sp€dh>es. Report Number 21. 
Laboratory of Archaeology Series, 
University of Georgia, A±hens. 

Godden, Geoffrey A. 
1964 S.1cydopaedia of British Pottery and 

Porcelain Marks. Schiffer 
Publishing, Exton, Pennsylvania. 

1985 Bnglis/1 China. Barrie and Jenkins, 
Lon den. 

Goodyear, Albert C., John H. HoUBe, and Neal W. 
Ackerly 

1979 La11rens-And.,sot1: An Archaeological 
Study of the lnter~Riw.rine Piedmont. 
Anthropalogical Studies 4, 
Occasional Papen; of the l.rumtute of 
Archaeology and Anthropology, 
University of South Carolina, 
Columbia. 

Green, Michael D. 
1979 'JI.. Creeks: A Critical Bib/iograpliy. 

Indiana University Preas, 
Bloomington. 

Green, William 
1991 'J1.1e Searclz /or Alta1nal1a: T1ze 

Arcl1aeo/ogy and Et/znohistory of an 
Early lBt/1 Century Yamas<e Indian 
Town. Unpublished M.A Thesis, 
Department of Anthropology, 
University of South Carolina, 
Columbia. 

Griffin, James B. 

76 

1943 An AnalysiB and Interpretation of 
the Ceramic Remains from Two 

Sites Near Beaufort, S.C. Bureau of 

Anzen'can Btlzno/ogy Buffetin 

133:155-168. 

1985 Changing Concepts of the 
Prehistoric Mississippian Cultures of 
the Eastern United States. In 
Alaba1na and tJ1e Borderlands: Frotn 

Preliistory to Statelwod, edited by 

R.R. Badger and L.A. Clayton, pp. 
40-63. University of Alabama Preas, 
University, Alahama. 

Groover, Robert L. 
1987 Sweet Land of Lib.rty: A Hislonj of 

Liberty County, Georgia. W.H. 
Wolfe .Associates, Roswell, Georgia. 

GuernBey, Alfred H. and Henry M. Alden (editors) 
1977 [1866] Harpers Pidorial History of 

- t/ie Civil War. Harper and Brothers, 
n.p. 1977 facsimile ed. Fairfa.~ 
Presa, n.p. 

Harper, Roland M. 
1922 Development of Agriculture in Lower 

Georgia from 1890 to 1920 with a 
Summary forthe Whole State, 1850 
lo 1920. Georgia Historical Quamr/y 
(6)326-354. 

Herndon, G. Melvin 
1968 Naval Stores 

In Georgia 

52:426-433. 

Hilliard, Sam B. 

in Colonial Georgia. 
Histon"ca/ Quarterly 

1984 At1as of Anteb.flum SoutJ,.m 
Agriculture. Louisiana State 
University Press, Baton Rouge. 

Hodler, Thomas W. and Howard A. Schretter 
1986 Tim Atlas of Georgia. Irurritute of 

Community and Area Development, 
University of Georgia, Athens. 

Hogg, Ivan 
1986 Artiflery in Co/or 1920-1963. Arco 

Publ;,,hing, Inc., New York. 

Hvidt, Kristian (editor) 
1980 Von Reck 1s Voyage: Drawings and 

fouma/ of P/1ilip Goerg Friedrich van 
Reck. The Beehive Press, Savannah, 
Georgia. 

Jackson, SUBan H., Lesley M. Drucker, and Debra K. 



SOURCES CITED 

Martin 
1988 Cultural Resources lm>entary Survey of 

the Bngade Maneutier Area, Fort 
Stewart, Georgia. Resource Studies 

Series 116. Carolina Archaeological 
Services, Columbia. 

Jefferies, Richard W. 
1994 

Jo:t;J-ea, Grant D. 
1978 

Jeter, Paul 
1987 

Jones, Olive R. 
1986 

The Swift Creek Site and W aodland 
Platform Mounds in the 
Southeastern United States. In 
Ocmu/g., Arc/,,,.,,/ogy, 1936-1986, 
edited by David J. Hally, pp.71-83. 
rhe University Press of Georgia, 
Athe!lB. 

The Ethnohi.story of the Guale 
Coaet Through 1684. In ri,. 
Antl>ropalogy of St. Cat/,.,ines Is/and 
1. Natural and Cu!tud History, 
edited by David Hurst Thomas, 
Grant D. Jones, Roger S. Durham, 
and Clark Spencer Larsen, pp. 178-
209. Anthropologic.>l Papers of the 
American Museum of Natural 
History 55(2). 

Sout/1 Carolina Bew.rage Bottl12s 
wsci19so. 

Cylindrical Eng/is/, Wine and Beer 

Battles, 1735-1850. National 
Historic Parks and Sites Branch, 
Quebec. 

)onea, Olive R. and Catherine Sullivan 
1985 Tf,s Parks Canada Glass G/osS<>ry for 

t/ze Description of Containers, 

Tablewa1-., Flat Glass, and Closures. 
National IB.toric Parks and Sites 
Branch, Parke Canada, Quebec. 

Keel, Bennie C. 
1999 A Compre/umsitie Subsurface 

Investigation at lvfagno/ia Plantation, 

16NA295, Cans River Creole 
National Historic Park, Natc/1itoc/12S, 
Louisiana. Southeast Archaeological 
Center, National Park Service, 

Tallahassee. 

Keller, J.H., A.R. Kelly, and E.V. McMichael 
1962 The Mandeville Site in Southwestern 

Georgia . .Atnerican Antiquity 27 :336-
355 . 

• 
Kennedy, Stetson 

1990 Jim Cro'o Guide: Tl,. Way It W us. 
Florida Atlantic Univeraity Press, 
Boca Raton. 

Knight, Lucian Lamar 
1917 A Standard History of Georg;a and 

Georgians. Vol. 2. Lew Publishing, 
Chicago. 

Kave!. Ralph and Terry Koval 
1986 Kove/'s N•w Dictionary of Marks. 

Kuchler, A. W. 
1964 

Lane, Mill. 

Crown Publishera, Inc., New York. 

Potential Natural Vegetation of t1ie 

Contem1inous [Tnited States. Special 

Publication 36. · American 
. Geographical Society, New York. 

l 993a Standing Upon the Mouth of a 
Volcano: New Soutl1 Georgia. Beehive 
Press, Savannah. 

19931 Tirnes tl1at Protlf! People's Principl~s: 
Civd War in Georgia. Beehive Press, 
Sava1mah. 

Larsen, Clark Spencer (editor) 
1990 11,e Arc/,aeology of Mission Santa 

Catalina de Guale: 2. Biocuhural 
lnterprfilations of a Population in 

Transition. Anthropological Papera of 
the American Museum of Natural 
History 68. 

77 



A SURVEY OF A PORTION OF NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT UNIT D7.2 

La<Een, Clark Spencer and David Hurst Thomas 
1986 Tl,. Archaeology of St. Catlierines 

Island:5. Tl,. Sout/1 Mound Complex. 
Anthropological Papers of the 
.American Musewn of Natural 
Hi.story 63(1). 

Larson, Lewis H., Jr. 
1955 Unusual Figurine from the Georgia 

Coast. Florida .Antl>ropo/ogist 10(1-
2):37-52. 

1969 Aboriginal Subsis~na. Teclmo/ogy on 
tJ,. Southeastern Coastal Plain During 
the Late Prel1istoric Period. Ph.D. 
dissertation, University of Michigan, 
Ann Arbor. Univeraity Microfihns, 
Ann Arbor, Michigan. 

1978 Tu.toric Guale Indians of the 
Georgia Coast and the Impaal of the 
Spanish Mission Effort. In 
Tacacha/e: Essays on t/1e Indians of 

Florida and Soutl1east•rn Goorgia 
During the Historic Period, edited by 
Jerald Milanich and S. Proctor, pp. 
120-140. University of Florida 
Press, Gainesville. 

1980 Aboriginal Subsistence Teclmo/ogy on 
the &utl,.,astem Coastal Plain During 
the Late Historic Period. Ripley P. 
Bullen Monographs in Anthropology 
and Hi.tory 2. University Presses of 
Florida, Gainesville. 

Ledbetter, R. Jerald 
1995 Archaeological lm=tigations at MiH 

Branch Sites 9WR4 and 9WR11, 
Warren County, Georgia. Technical 
Reports Number 3. Interagency 
Archaeological Services Division, 
National Park Service, Atlanta. 

Ledbetter, R. Jerald, David G. Anderson, 
O'Steen, and Daniel T. Elliott 

Lisa D. 

78 

1996 Paleoindian and Early 
Research in Georgia. 

Archaic 
In The 

Paleoindian and Early Arcl1aic 

Soutlzi.?ast, edited by David G. 
Anderson and Kenneth G. 
Sassaman, PP· 270-287. The 
University of Alabama Press, 

Tuscaloosa. 

Ledbetter, R Jerald, Stephen A. Kowalewski, and LU.a 
0 1Steen 

1991 Chert of Southern Oconee County, 
Georgia. Early Goorgia 9:1-13. 

Legg, James B. and Steven D. Smith 
1989 "The Best Ewr Occupied 

Archaeo/ogjca/ Investigations of a Citiil 
War Bncampnzent 011 Foffy Island, 
Sout1z Carolina. Research 

Lehner, Lolli 
1988 

Manuscript Series 209. S.C. 
Institute of Archaeology and 
Anthropology, University of South 
Carolina, Columbia. 

Lzlmer's Encyclopedia of U. S. Marks 
on Pottery, Porcelain and Clay. 
Collector Books, Paducah, 

Kentucky. 

Leigh, David S. And Andrew H. Ivester 
1998 Eo/;an Dunes at Fort Stewart, 

Georgia: Geotnorphology, Age, and 
Arc/uuo/ogical Site Burial Potential. 
Research Report 1. University of 
Georgia Geomorphology Laboratory, 
Athens. 

Little, Keith J., James N. Ambrosino, and Paul D. 
Jackson 

2000 ArchMological lntiestigations at Fort 
Stewart: An lntensiw Arc/1aeological 
Suniey of 9,732.6 Acres (NRMUs 
A9.4, All.I, A13.2, AlB.1, B2, 
B3.l, B3.2, BB.I, BB.2, B9.4, 
Dll.l, E4.l, B4.2, E4.3, B6.5, 
F4.2, and Taylors Credz Jvlaintenance 

Area itz Liberty and Long Counties) at 
Fort Stewart, Georgia. Panamerican 

Consultants Inc., Contract 



SOURCES CITED 

l 443CX509098044 Delivery Order 
1 Final Repoorl. Tuscaloosa, 
Alabama. 

Looper, Edward E. 
1 q82 Soil Survey of Lib.rty and Long 

Counties, Georgia. ll.S. Department 
of Agriculture, Soil Conservation 
Service, Washington, D.C. 

Mathews, Thomas D., Frank W. Stapor, Jr., Charles R. 
Richter, Jahn V. Miglarese, Michael D. McKenzie, and 
Lee R. Barclay 

1980 Ecological C/iaract.rr..ation of tl1e Sea 
Island Coastal Region of Sout/1 
Carolina and Georgia, vol. 1. Office 
of Biological Services, Fish and 
Wildlife Service, W .. hingtan, D.C. 

McKearin, George L. and Helen McKearin 
1972 America>I Glass. Crown Publishers, 

New York. 

McNally, Paul 
1982 Table Glass in Canada, 1700-1850. 

Parks Canada History and 
Archa,o/ogy 60. 

McKivergan, David 
1998 Integrated Cultural Resources 

Managetneni Plan /or Fort Stewart 
and Hiuiter Anny .Airfield, Georgia. 
Draft on file .. 

MajeWBki, Teresita and Michael J. O'Brien 
1987 The Use and Misuse of Nineteenth

Cenlury English and American 
Ceramico in Archaeological Analysis. 
InAdva>1ces in Ard1aeological Met/rod 
and Ttieory, Volum• JI, edited by 

. Michael Schiffer, pp. 97-209. 
Academic Press, Orlando. 

Michie, James L. 
1968 The Brier Creek Lanceolate. T11e 

Chesopiean 4: 123. 

1977 T1u? Late Pleistocene Hurnan 

Occupation of South Carolina. 
Unpublished Honor's Thei;is, 
Department of Anthropology, 
University of South Carolina, 
Columbia. 

Milanich, Jerald T. 
1971 Tf,. Deptford P/1ase: An 

Arcliaeological Reconstruction. Ph.D. 
Dissertation, University of Florida. 
University Microfilrnii, Ann Arbor. 

Milaniah, Jerald T. and Charles H. Fairbank. 
1980 Florida Arc/uwalogy. kademic PreSB, 

New Yark. 

Miller, George L. 
1980 Classilication and Economic Scaling 

of 19\h Century Ceramics. Histarica/ 
Archaeology 14:1-40. 

1991 A Revised Set of CC Values for 
Classification and Economic Scaling 
of English Ceramics from 1787 to 
1880. Historical Arc/1aeology 25:1-
25. 

Miller, J.J., M.L. Fryman, J.W. Griffin, C.D. Lee, and 
D .E. Swindell 

1983 A Historical Arc/iaeo/ogical and 
Architectural Survey of Fort Steu'Clrt 

Jviihtary Resen'Cltion, Georgia. 

Professional Archaeological Services, 
Department of Anthropology, 
University of Georgia, Athens. 

Nevens, Allan 
1971 

Noel Hume, Ivor 

Tf,. War for t/ie Union. Vol. IV. 
Charles Scribner's Sons, New York. 

1978 A Guide to Artifacts of Colonial 
America. Alfred A Knopf, New 
York .. 

Norman~Wilcox, Gregor 
1965 P otlery and Porcelain. In Tfw 

Concise Encyclopedia of Anierican 

7q 



A SURVEY OF A PORTION OF NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT UNIT D7 .2 

Antiques, edited by Helen Com•tock, 
p. 132-161. Hawthorn, New York. 

Oliver, Billy L. 
1981 The Piednwnt Tradition: Refinen1ent of 

t/1e SarlQnnah River Stetntned Point 

Type. Unpublished Master'• thesis, 
Department of Anthropology, 
University of N orlh Carolina, 
Chapel Hill. 

1 985 Tradition and Typology: Basic 
Elements of the Carolina Projectile 
Point Seguenae. In Structuro and 
Process in SoutJuzasimi Arc/1aeo/ogy, 
edited by Roy S. Dickens and H. 
Trawick Ward, pp. 195-21 L The 
University of Alabama Press, 
University. 

Paulk, Herschel L. 
1980 Sail Survey of C/1andler, Evans, and 

Tattnall Caunti~s, Georgia. lT. S. 
Department of Agriculture, Soil 
Conservation Service, Washington, 
D.C. 

Peirce, Donald C. 
1988 Bng/;sh Ceratnics: T1u• Frances and 

Emory Cocke Coffecfon. High 
Museum of Art, Atlanta. 

Price, Cynthia 
1979 19th Century Ceran1ics in t/1e Eastern 

Ozark Boarder Region. Monograph 
Series 1. Center for Archaeological 
Research, Southwest Missouri 
Univereity, Springfield. 

Rea;e, Trevor R. (editor) 

80 

197 4 An Extract of the Rev. Mr. John 
Wesley's Journal From his 
Emharking for Georgia to his Return 
to London. In Our First Visit i1i 

America: Early Reports /ram tl,. 
Colony of Georgia 1732-1740, pp. 
185-242. Beehive Press, Savannah, 
Georgia. 

Rose, Willie Lee 
1964 

Rowland, Larry 
1987 

Re/iearsa/ for Recorudrndion: Tfze Port 

Royal Experiment. Oxford University 
Press, New York. 

11Alone on the River: 11 The Rise and 
Fall of the Savannah River Rice 
Plantations of St. Peters Parish, 
South Carolina. Soutl1 Carolina 
Historical Maga'Ome 88(3): 121-150. 

Rypkema, Donovan D. 
1990 Preservation Under (Development) 

Pressure. Vita/ Speeclzu of the Day 
56:268-273. 

Sasaaman, Kenneth E. 
1985 A Preluninary Typological 

.A.sessment of MALA Hafted 
Bifaces from the Pen Point Site, 
Barnwell County, South Carolina. 
South Carol;,1a Antiquities 17: 1-17. 

1993 Early Woodland Settlement in tlie 
Aiken Plateau: Arcl•acological 
Investigations at 38AK157, 
Savannalz River SiUJ, Aiken County, 

Sout/1 Carohna. Savannah River 
Arahaeologiaal Research Papers 3. 
South Carolina Institute of 
Archaeology and Anthropology, 
University of South Carolina, 
Columhia. 

Sassaman, Kenneth E. and David G. Anderson 
1990 Typology and Chronology. In Nath"'

American Prel1istory of tlie J..1,Jdle 
Savannah R1u12r VaOey, edited by 
Kenneth E. Sassaman, Mark J. 
Brooks, Glen T. Hanson, and David 
G. Anderson, pp. 143-216. 
Savannah River Archaeological 
Research Publication 1. South 
Carolina Institute of Archaeology 
and Anthropology, Univereity of 
South Carolina, Columhia. 



SOURCES CITED 

1994 Middle and Late Arc/iaic 
Arclweo/ogica/ Records of South 
Carolina: A Syntlzesis for Researc/1 

and Resource Management. Council 
of South Carolina Professional 
Archaeologists, Columbia. 

Sassaman, Kenneth E., Mark J. Brooks, Glen T. 
HanBon, and David G. Anderson 

1 Q90 Native American Pre/1istary of the 
Middle Savanna/, River Valley. 
Savannah River Archaeological 
Research Papers 1. South Carolina 
Institute of Archaeology and 
Anthropology, University of South 
Carolina, Columbia. 

Schnell, Frank T. and Newell 0. Wright, Jr. 
1993 Mississippicuz Period Arc/1aeo/ogy of 

tJ,. Goorgia Coastal Plain. Lahoratory 
of Archaeology Series Report 26. 
lTniversity of Georgia, Athens. 

Schulz, Pete< D., Betty J. Rivers, Mark M. Hales, 
Charles A. Litzinger, and Elizabeth A. McKee 

1 980 71,. Bott/es of O/d Sacranumto: A 
Study of Nineleent/,-13mtury Glass 
and Ceran1ic Retail Containers: Part 

1. California Archaeological Reports 
20. Department of Parks and 
Recreation, Sacramento. 

-Sears, William H. 
1956 E.<cavation; at Kolomoki: Final 

Report. University of Georgia Series 
in Anthropology 5. University of 
Georgia Press, Athens. 

Shantz, H.L. and Zon, Raphael 
1 936 N alural Vegetation. In Atlas of 

American Agriculture, edited by O.E. 
Baker, pp. 1-2Q. U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, w .. hington, D.C. 

Shelford, Victor E. 
1974 71,. Ecology of Nort/, America. 

University of Illinois Press, Urbana. 

Sherfy, Marcella and W. Ray Luce 
1996 Guidelines for Evaluating and 

Notninating Properties tJ1at Have 
AcJiiewd Significance wit/1in t/1e Last 
Fifty Years. Bulletin 22. National 
Park Service, National Regist"' of 
Historic Places, Washington, D.C. 

Service, Elman R. 
1966 71.e Hunters. Prentice-Hall, 

Silver, Timothy 
1990 

Smith, Betty A. 
1972 

Smith, Bruce D. 

Englewood C)Jfs, New Jersey. 

A Nl?-w Paa on t/1e Countryside: 
Jndiaris, Colonists, and Slaws in 

Sout/1 Atlantic Forests, 1500-1800. 
Oxford lTniversity Press, New York. 

An A11alysis of Regional Variations of 
Deptford Pottery. Unpublished M.A. 
Thesis 1 Department of 
Anthropology, University of Georgia, 
Atheru;. 

l 98b The Archaeology of the Southeastern 
United Stales: From Dalton to 
DeSoto, 10,500 -500 B.P. 
Advances in World Arclweo/ogy 5:1-
88. 

Smith, Hale G. 
1948 

Smith, J,,lia F. 
1985 

Two Historical Archaeological 
Periods in Florida. Anzerican 

Antiquity 13:313-319. 

Sfat1ery and Rice Culture in Low 
Country Georgia, 1750-186ll. 
University of Tennesi:iee Press, 

Knoxville, Tennessee. 

Smith, Marvin T. 
1978 Bxcauations at Several Woad/and and 

Archaic Canzp and Workshop Sites in 

lAurf?1lS County, Georgia. Laboratory 

of Archaeology Series Report 16. 

81 



A SURVEY OF A PORTION OF NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT UNIT 07.Z 

University of Georgia, A±hens. 

Snow, Frankie 
1977 An kc/,a=/ogica/ Sun~y of the 

Ocmu/g.,. Big Bend Region: A 
Pr~liniinary Report. Occasional 
Papers from South Georg;a 3. South 
Georgia College, Douglas, Georgia. 

1990 Pine Barrens Lamar. In lArnar 

Arcliaeo/ogy: Mississippian C/iie/doms 
in the Deep Soutl,, edited by Mark 
Williams and Gary Shapiro, pp. 82-
93. University of Alabama Press, 
T aecalooaa. 

South, Stanley 
1977 Method and Thoory in Historical 

kcluwo/ogy. Academic Press, New 
York. 

1993 Ttu: Sea.rel? for ]o/u1 Bartlan1 at Cain 
Hoy: Anien'ca1s First Creamwarc 

Potter. Research Manuscript Series 

219. South Carolina Institute of 
Archaeology and Anthropology, 
University of South Carolina, 
Columbia. 

Stoltman, James B. 
197 4 Groton Plantation: An kc/,aeologica/ 

Study of a Soutl, Carolina Lccality. 
Monograph. of the Peabody Museum 
1. Harvard University, Cambridge. 

Sutton, Mark Q. and Brooke S. Arkush 
1996 Arc/,aeological Laboratoiy Methods: 

An Introduction. Kendal/Hunt 
Publishing Company, Dubuque, 
Iowa. 

Thomas, David Hurst 

8'.l 

1 'l87 T1ie Archaeology of Mission Santa 
Catalina de Guaf.: 1. Searc/, and 
]);scoveiy. Anthropological Papers of 
the American Museum of Natural 
Hi.story 63(2). 

Thomas, David Hurst and Clark Spencer Larsen 
1979 T1ie Ant/,,opo/ogy of St. Catherines 

Is/and 2. T1ie Refuge-Dc'Pt/ord 
Moriuaiy Comp/ex. Anthropological 
Papers of the An1erican Museum of 
Nati.rra\ Hi.story 56(1). 

Thomas, Kenneth H., Jr. 
1975 McCranie's Turpentine St;//. The 

Institute of Community and Area· 
Development and the Georgia 

Department of Natural Resources, 
lTniversity of Georgia, Athens. 

Thomas, Prentice M. Jr., L. Janice Campbell, and 
Mathilda Cox 

1996 T ec/inica/ Synt/1esis of Cultural 
Resources Investigation · at Forl: 

St~wart and Huriter Am2y Airfield, 
Bryan, C/1atl1an1, Evans, Long. 
Likrty, and Tattnall Cot,nfies, 
Georgia. Prentice Thomas and 

Associates, n.p. Prepared for 

National Park Service, Southeast 
Regional Office, Atlanta. 

Toulouse, Julian Harrison 
1971 Bottle Makers and Tlwir Marks. 

Thomas Nel.on, Inc., New York. 

Towruend, Jan, John H. Sprinkle, Jr., and John Knoerl 
l 993 Guide/;nes /or Evaluating and 

Registering Historical kc/uwo/ogical 
Sites and Districts. Bulletin 36. 
National Park Service, National 
Register of Historic Places, 
W ashlngton, D. C. 

T rink!ey, Michael 
1976 A T."pology of Thom's Creek Potteiy 

for the Sout/1 Carolina Coast. 
Unpublished M.A Thesis, 
Department of Anthropology, 
University of North Carolina, 
Chapel Hill. 

1980 Tnuestigation of tlie Woodland Period 
Along tl1e Sout/z Carolina Coast. 



SOURCES CITED 

Ph.D. D;sserlation, University of 
N orlh Carolina, Chapel Hill. 
llniversity Microfilms, Ann Arbor. 

1985 The Form and Function of South 
Carolina's Early Woodland Shell 
Rings. In Structure and Process in 

Southeastem Archa.o/ogy, edited by 
Roy S. Diakens and H. Trawick 
Ward, pp. 102-118. University of 
Alabama Press, University, Alabama. 

1990 A,. .Arc/i<U?o/ogica/ Context for t/ie 
Sout/i Carolina Woad/and Period. 
Research Series 22. Chicora 
Foundation, Inc., Columbia. 

1996 Intensiw .Arcliaoo/ogica/ Survey of t/ie 
SBCcessionvil/e NortJ1 Tract, Janzes 
Is/and, Cliar/<Ston Caunly, Soutli 
Caro/it1a, Research Contribution 

195. Chicora. Foundation, Inc., 
Columbia. 

T rink!ey, Michael and Natalie Adams 
1994 Middle and Late Wood/and Li/e at O/d 

House Creek, H;/ton Head Island, 
South Caro/it1a, Research Series 42. 
Chicora Fowidation, Inc., 
Columbia. 

T rink!ey, Michael, Debi Hacker, and Natalie Adams 
1 q95 B~n Hal/ Plantation' ''A Pleasant 

One and in a Good Neighborhood." 
Research Series 44. Chicora 
Foundation, Inc., Columbia. 

T rink!ey, Michael, WJliam B. Barr, and Debi Hacker 
l 996a An .Arcliaeo/ogica/ Survey of tlie 522 

ha JAECK Drop Zo,.e and 241 /ia 
Tay/ors Cmk Traci, Fort Stewart, 
Long and Liberty Counties, Georgia. 

Research Series 186. Chicora 
Foundation, Inc., Columbia. 

l 996b Fort Bragg 3' An .Arc/iaeo/ogica/ 
Survey of th• 29.57 Ha Camp 
MackaR Special Forces Training Area 

and 776.55 Ha, Ric/1rnond, 
Cuniber/and, and Han1ett Counties, 

Nartf1 Carolina. Research 
Contribution 193. Chicora 
Foundation, Inc., Columbia. 

1997 Fort Stewart 2 and 3, .An 
.Arc/iaeo/ogica/ Surt>ey of the 8(1() Ha 
Survey Tract ''.A" (Portions of Training 
Areas B-16 and B-20) and tlie 804 
Ha Survey Tract 11B11 {Portions of 
Training .Ar.as B-14 and E-15), 
Brigad, Maneuver Area, Fort Stewart, 
Long and Tattnaff Counties, Georgia, 

Research Contribution 208. Chicora 
Foundation, Inc., Columbia. 

Trinkley, Michael and Olga M. Caballero 
1983 .Additional .Arc/iaeo/ogica/, Historical, 

and ArcJ1it~ct.ur,J Evaluation of 

38HR127 and 38HR131. South 
Carolina Deparbnent of Highways 
and Public T ransporlation, 
Columbia. 

Tcinkely, Michael, Jeanne Calhoun, and Debi Hacker
Norton 

1985 .Archa•o/ogica/ and Hisfonca/ 
Jm,.,,tigation of 38SU81, 38SU82, 
38SU83, and 38SU86. South 
Carolina Deparbnent of Highways 
and Public Transportation, 
Columhia. 

T rinkJey, Michael, Debi Hacker, and William Barr 
1998 Fort Stewart 4, 5, 6 and 7, An 

.Archaeo/ogica/ Survey of 3,078.27 Ha 
Suniey Tracts ''.A" tJ1rougJ1 "N'' 
(Portions cf Training Areas A-11, B-
9, D-8, D-9, D-11, D-14, E-7, E-8, 
E-11, E-13, B-14, E-15, E-19, E-
20, and E-21), Fort St.wart, Liberty, 
Long and TattnaO Counti12s, Georgia. 

Research Contribution 242. Chicora 
Foundation, Inc., Columbia. 

U.S. Army 
1941 A Historical and Picton'a/ Review: 

83 



A SURVEY OF A PORTION OF NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT UNIT D7.2_ __ 

Antiaircraft Training Center, Camp 

Stewart, Georgia. The Army and 
Navy Publishing Company, Inc., 
Baton Rouge. 

Vose, Ru-th Hurst 
1975 Tf,. Antique Coffectar's Guides: Glass. 

Crescent Books, New York. 

Wal th all, John A 
198(} Pre/1i.sforic J,,dians of the Soutfieasb 

.Arcfum>fogy of Alabama. University of 
Alabama Press, University. 

Walton, Peter 
1976 Crean1ware and Otlurr English Pottery 

al Ternp/13 Newsam House, Leeds: A 
~atalogue of t/1e Leeds CoDcction. 
Mannington Press, Bradford. 

Ward, Trawick 
1983 Whites Creek, The Second Tnne 

Around. Sout/1 Caro/;na Antiquities 
15,63-65. 

Waring, Antonio J., Jr. 
1968 The Refuge Site, Jasper County, 

South Carolina. In T11a Wari'1g 
Paper" Tf,. Coffect.d W arks of 
Antonio ]. Waring, Jr., edited by 
Stephen B. WilliamB, pp. 1 q8-208. 
Papers of the Peabody Museum of 
Archaeology and Ethnology 58. 

Watts, WA 
1971 Postglacial and Interglacial 

Vegetation History of Southern 
Geocgia and Central Florida. Ecology 
52:666-690. 

1980 Late Quaternary Vegetation History 
al White Pond on the Inner Coastal 
Plain of South Carolina. Quaternary 
Researc/1 13:187-199. 

W atta, WA and M. Shriver 

84 

1980 Late Wisconsin Climate of Northern 
Florida and the Origin of Species 

Weir, Robert 

1983 

Wells, Tom 
1998 

Rich Deciduous Forests. Science 

210325-327. 

Sout/i Caro/itia: A Histonj. h'TO 
Press, Millwood, New York. 

Nail Chronology: The Use of 
T eohnologically Derived Features. 
Historical Arcl1aeology 32 (2), 78-99. 

Whitehead, Donald R. 
1965 Palynology and Pleistocene 

Phytogeography of Unglaciated 
Eastern North America. In Tf,, 
Quateniary of t/ie United States, 
edited by W.E. Wright, Jr. and David 
G. Fry. Princeton University Pr~s, 
Princeton. 

1973 Late-Wisconsin Vegetational 
Changes in Unglaciated Eastern 
North America. Quaternary Researcli 

3(4),621-631. 

Willey, Gordon R. 
1949 .Arc/.,,,eo/ogy of t/10 Florida Gui/ Coast. 

Smithsonian MiscellaneOus 
Colleci:ions 113. 

1966 An Introduction to Am"riccin 
.Arcl,aeo/ogy. Vol. 1, North and 
Middle America. Prentice-Hall, 
Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey. 

Williams, Mark and Dariiel T. Elliott (editors) 
1998 A World Bngrac.d: An Archaeology of 

the Swift Creek Cu/lure. The 
llniversity of Alaba1na Press, 
Tuscaloosa. 

Williams, Stephen B. (editor) 
1968 Tf,. Waring Papers: 71,. Co//ecfod 

Works of Antonio J. Wari119, f'· 
Papers of the Peabody Museum of 
Archaeology and Ethnology 58. 



SOURCES CTIED 

Wrenn, Tony P. and Elizabeth D. Mulloy 
1972 An1en"ca 1s Forgott12n Arc/zited:ure. 

Pantheon Book., New York. 

Wright, H.E., )r. 
1976 The Dynamic Nature of Holocene 

Vegetation: A Problem of 
Paleoclhnatic Biogeography, and 
Stratigraphic N omenalature. 
Quatemary R<Searc/, 6:681-596. 

Writers' Program 

1990 Gwrgia.- Tlie WP A Gu;J, to its Towns 
and Countrysick. Compiled by the 
Writers' Prngram of the Work.. 
Progress Administration. University 
of South Carolina Press, Columbia. 

Yarbrough, Bird and Paul Yarbrough 
1986 Tay/ors Creek.- A Story of tJ,. 

Comtnunity and Her P~op/e, 1760-
1986. A Press, Greenville. 

Zierden, Martha, Elizabeth J. Reitz, and Daniel 
Weinand 

1995 Initial .Arc/1aeo/ogica/ Testing: Tfte 
Nat11anie/ R.ussJI House. 

Archaeological Contributions 24. 
The Charleston Museum, 
Charleston, South Carolina. 

85 



_______ A~S~UR~VEY~~O=F~A=P~O=RTI==O~N~O=F~N=A=TURAL===RE=S~O~UR=CE==MANA==G=EM=E=NT~U=NIT=~D=2=.2 __ 

86 



APPENDIX 1. 
CATALOG OF RECOVERED MATERIALS 

87 



8l 

II Ace# Box#! Bag II Countv I' Site Contracto1 Proiect ' Prov. 

~ 055 
1 1 Liberty li9Li874 Chicora Fort Stewart 12 II N200E200 

055 2 12 I uberty .9Li875 j Chicora Fort Stewart 12 Surface 

055 2 2 Liberty ~ 9Li875 Chicora Fort Stewart 12 Surface 

1055 11~ 3 Liberty 9Li875 ·Chicora Fort Stewart 12 IN200E185 
055 13 I liberty 9Ll875 lchicora Fort Stewart 12 N200E185 
055 

i~ 
3 Liberty ~ 9Ll875 Chicora Fort Stewart 12 N200E185 

~ 055 ,3 1 Liberty 9Ll875 1Chicora Fort Stewart 12 IN200E185 

r55 ~~ 
3 Liberty ~ 9Li875 Chic0ra Fort Stewart 12 N200E185 

055 3 Liberty 9Ll875 Chicora Fort Stewart 12 IN200E185 
055 .2 13 I uberty 9LIB75 1Chicora Fort Stewart 12 N200E185 

~ 055 2 3 Liberty 9Li875 Chicora Fort Stewart 12 N200E185, 

055 2 3 I Liberty 9Ll875 , Chicora Fort Stewart 12 iN200E185 
055 2 3 Liberty 9Li875 Chicora Fort Stewart 12 N200E185 

055 2 4 I Liberty 9Li875 Chicora Fort Stewart 12 1
N200E200 

055 

~! 
'5 liberty 9Li875 'Chicora Fort Stewart 12 N200E215 

.. 055 6 liberty 9Ll875 Chicora Fort Stewart 12 N215E185 

~055 ,6 I Liberty 9Ll875 1Chicora Fort Stewart 12 iN215E185 

r55 
12 6 Liberty ~ 9Li875 Chicora Fort Stewart 12 N215E185 

055 I[~ 6 'Liberty 9Li875 Chicora Fort Stewart 12 N215E185 
055 '7 I Liberty 9Ll875 'Chicora Fort Stewart 12 'N215E200 

~ 055 Ii~ 
7 Liberty ~ 9Ll875 Chicora ~ Fort Stewart 12 N215E200 

I 055 , 7 i Liberty 9Li875 Chicora Fort Stewart 12 .N215E200 
055 2 7 Liberty i 9Li875 Chicora · ! Fort Stewart 12 N215E200 

~ 055 h 7 I Liberty 9Li875 Chicora Fort Stewart 12 N215E200 

055 i7 Liberty 9LIB75 Chicora ~Fort Stewart 12 N215E200 
055 2 7 , Liberty 9Li875 Chicora Fort Stewart 12 N215E200 

055 2 17 I Liberty 9Li875 , Chicora Fort Stewart 12 I N215E200 
055 2 8 Liberty I 9Li875 Chicora Fort Stewart 12 N230E200 
055 2 I~ 'Liberty 9Li875 

1 
Chicora . Fort Stewart 12 1

N230E200 
I uberty 055 2 9Ll875 Chicora Fort Stewart 12 I N230E200 

055 12 8 I Liberty 9Li875 Chicora Fort Stewart 12 ,N230E200 
' 

Art~acts 

1 white clay pipestem 
11 glass, clear 
1 window glass 

, 8 wh~eware, undecorated 
11 glass, aqua 
4 glass, clear 
I 5 UID nail fragments 
1 machine cut nail 

. 1 wire nail fragment 
j 2 window glass 
1 brass shell casing 

' 2 brick fragments 
11 vial charcoal 
1 strip of Iron 

[ 1 glass, aqua 
2 whlteware, undecorated 
1 glass, brown 
1 window glass 
3 brick fragments 
2 glass, clear 
1 glass, aqua 
6 window glass 
6 UID nail fragments 
4wire nails 

· 1 brass knob 
1 vial charcoal 
5 brick fragments 

123 glass, melted 
24 UID nail fragments 

1

1 machine cut nall fragments 
10 machine cut nails 

' Date 

I 1-5--00 
1-5-00 
1-5..00 
1-5--00 
1-5-00 
1-5..QO 
1-5--00 
1-5-00 
1-5--00 
1-5-00 
1-5..QO 
1-5--00 
1-5..QO 
1-5--00 
1-5-00 

11-5-00 
1-5--00 

r-5-00 
1-5-00 
1-5--00 i 1-5-00 
1-5..QO i 1-5-00 
1-5-00 
1-5--00 

~ 1-5-00 
1-5..QO 

r-5-00 
1-5..00 

r-5-00 
1-5..QO 

Catafnne1 

DH 

IDH 
DH 
DH 

'DH 
IDH 
DH 

IDH 
DH 
DH 
DH 

.DH 
DH 
DH 

!DH DH 
DH 

~DH DH 
,DH 

iDH DH 

(H DH 
DH 

ig~ 

~g~ 
DH 

I 

1 

I 
! 

5: 
00. 
c:: 

~ 
fil 
;,.. 

I 
fil 

I 
1:1 
00. 

§ 
i 
trt 

~ 
~ 

I~ 
IN 



Ace # ' Box # Ba Coun 

055 12 8 Liberty 

I

. 055 2 8 Liberty 
055 , 2 8 Liberty 
055 ' 2 8 Liberty 
055 2 8 Liberty 

I 055 2 8 Liberty 
! 055 2 I 8 Liberty 
I o5s 2 • 9 , uberty 
I 055 · 2 9 , Liberty 
055 2 10 Liberty 

:: 055 2 10 Liberty 
j 055 '12 10 Liberty 
· 055 2 11 Liberty 
I oss 

1

2 1~J Liberty 

Site 

9Ll875 
9Ll875 
9Ll875 
9Ll875 
9Ll875 

'19Ll875 
9Ll875 
9Li875 

'9Ll875 
9Ll875 
9Ll875 
9Ll875 

,, 9Ll875 
9Ll875 

·Contractor!' Prolect 

Chicora Fort Stewart 12 
Chicora 'I Fort Stewart 12 
Chicora Fort Stewart 12 
Chicora ; Fort Stewart 12 
Chicora Fort Stewart 12 
Chicora . Fort Stewart 12 
Chicora I Fort Stewart 12 

·Chicora I Fort Stewart 12 
Chicora ,1 Fort Stewart 12 

: Chicora •' Fort Stewart 12 

I.I 

Chicora l Fort Stewart 12 
Chicora j Fort Stewart 12 
Chicora .

1 

Fort Stewart 12 
i Chicora Fort Stewart 12 

Prov. 
N230E200 
N230E200 

1 
N230E200 

I
N230E200 
N230E200 

'

1 

N230E200 
J N230E200 
,N245E200 
I N245E200 
TU2 0-10cm 
TU2 0-10cm 

~ TU2 0-10cm 

i~~;~~~~ 

Artifacts 

Swire nails 

1

1 staple 
5 barbed wire fragments 
1 strap buckle 

· 1 brass tube fragment 
'12 fiat UID Iron fragments 
1 vial charcoal 
1 window glass 
1 U ID nail fragment 
1 glass, aqua 

1

1 glass, clear 
1 window glass 

' 2 glass, clear 
3wlre nails 

Date 

1-5-00 
1-5-00 
1-5-00 
1-5-00 
1-5-00 
1-5-00 
1-5-00 
1-5-00 
1-5-00 
1-5-00 
1-5-00 
1-5-00 
1-5-00 

11-5-00 

i Catalooer, 

DH 
IDH 
DH 

I

DH 
DH 
DH 
DH 

I

DH 
DH 
DH 
DH 

1DH 
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IDH 
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